The first law for the historian is that he shall never dare to utter an untruth. The second is that he shall suppress nothing that is true. Moreover, there shall be no suspicion of partiality in his writing, or of malice. (Cicero, De Oratore, 11, 62) 
write it. The shear tenacity of this basic disciplinary misunderstanding would be difficult to fathom, were it not for the fact that it is all-too-frequently perpetuated in American K-12 schools, and specifically in the history textbooks we loan to our students.
Students come to understand the remarkably complex question, "What is history?," in a variety of ways (Leinhardt, 1994) . Teachers, parents, classmates, and the media all play a role in helping students construct a mental representation of the discipline. Of particular importance, however, are the historians whose work students read. Most frequently, these historical writings take the form of the history textbook (Patrick & Hawke, 1982; Ravitch & Finn, 1987) .
Recent research has raised serious questions about the pedagogical influence of history textbooks on K-12 students, some even suggesting that these history primers on which so much depends in American classrooms may actually inhibit the learning of history (Beck, McKeon & Worthy, 1995; Wineburg, 1991a Wineburg, , 1991b Woodward, 1987) . This being the case, it is surprising how little is known about how the rhetoric of history textbooks influences K-12 students' understanding of history. This article will review the body of research exploring what students learn from reading and the complex process of reasoning that goes along with interpreting their history textbooks. In particular, it will focus on how students learn from texts and on recent trends in the study of teaching and learning history that underscore the role of authorship in historical texts.
Although this review focuses narrowly on the field of history as taught in the United States, the rhetoric of textbooks is a topic of concern that cuts across many school subjects. In many of these school manuals, a preoccupation with reading comprehension ignores the qualities of text that give shape to disciplinary practices. When academic disciplines make the transition to school texts, an epistemological "sameness" overtakes what are in fact distinct fields of study (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Wineburg, 1991a) . Thus was coined the pejorative term "textbookese." Research on history textbooks offers poignant examples of the problems students face when they attempt to learn ways of knowing in a discipline. However, a parallel pattern of concerns has also been raised about textbooks targeting school subject areas as diverse as statistics, chemistry, mathematics, business, and second-language writing (Freed, 1993; Nolen, 1995; Ramanathn & Kaplan, 1996; Schommer, Crouse & Rhodes, 1992; Shiland, 1997) .
The term "history", in these pages, refers to a written report of the past, and not the actuality of times gone by. History-as-event is termed the past, past events, antiquity, et cetera. This is a key distinction, and one that is seldom lost on learned historians (Barzun, 1974; Carr, 1961; Novick, 1988) . Indeed, the very notion of written history as a voiceless, dispassionate reporting of past events would seem to be an anachronism in this postmodern age. Admittedly, this is a simplification of the elaborate and ongoing debates that appear in history books, journals, and conferences (e.g. White, 1987 ). Yet, the reasonably simple proposition that authors assert elements of their personal agency upon the texts they write--whether they mean to or not--is a notion that seems to elude certain media critics and, more troubling, many K-I 2 history teachers and students (see discussion in Holt, 1990 ) .
For school children, the most common historical text is the history textbook sonal agency upon the texts they write. Although much has been written about this issue, it seems clear that historical writing can seldom be cleanly divorced from personal narrative, regardless of what form the writing takes (Cronon, 1992; LaCapra, 1985; Novick, 1988; White, 1987) . No matter how hard we try, it is impossible to abandon who we are when we sit down to write, or indeed when we sit down to read. A message can not be delivered absent a messenger; can not be read sans a reader. This being the case, it is surprising that so little is known about how narrative discourse within historical writing affects student learning about the past. For while historians writing for an adult audience need not consider the cognitive or pedagogical influence of the texts they write, those who produce books aimed at K-12 students should. One possible solution to the pedagogical problems posed by history textbooks (advocated by some educators past and present) would be to rid history classrooms of textbooks altogether, instead relying on a combination of primary and secondary sources as the foundation of instruction. Indeed, a number of admirable books and curriculums have been produced that take this approach to history instruction (Bennett, 1970; Kownslar & Frizzle, 1967; Shemilt, 1980) . Whatever the strengths or weaknesses of this methodology, at present none of these curriculums is widely available to American history teachers. The 1988 NAEP history assessment revealed that only 39% of 12th-grade students stated they had read material other than a textbook (NAEP, 1990) . While any history curriculum that does not make use of primary sources is (at best) suspect, for the foreseeable future, a textbook-centered history curriculum is the reality. The same was true in the past. A 1921 book on proper textbook selection (Maxwell, 1921) noted that, "Most teachers would be hopelessly lost without one, as would a mariner without a compass" (p. 1). It is textbooks, and not primary sources, that are placed in the hands of American history teachers. Therefore, improving these pedagogical tools should be a goal of great consequence for those who care about history education.
History and Narrative Voice
The connection between narrative voice and historical writing has been a bone of contention within the American historical community for at least a hundred years (Novick, 1988) . When the first doctorates in history were handed out in the United States during the last few decades of the nineteenth century, the search for "objective truth" was a deeply held principle. Personal narrative was strongly discouraged. The field of "scientific history" emerged with a goal no less ambitious than the discovery of that most illusive of historical commodities--the truth; or as historians of the time called it "ultimate history" (Carr, 1961) . Proper disciplinary style was thought to demand an objective description and analysis of facts, with personal opinions or interpretations largely confined to a preface or conclusion. Past events should be allowed to "speak for themselves," telling their own story with no reference to the narrator (White, 1987) .
Writing "ultimate history" proved a difficult (some might say impossible) venture. This was not due to a lack of tenable facts, but to the nature of text production. When writing about the past, an author inevitably situates available evidence of the past within a written discourse. In this very act, the author produces (knowingly or not) a written account of his or her own configuration. While historical writing is no doubt a scholarly pursuit, it is not scientific in the classical sense, but an act of rhetorical interpretation. The characteristics of the finished solution are determined not only by its components, but also by the hand that stirs it. One need do no more than compare various secondary accounts of the same historical topic to see that very different conclusions (and, indeed, different stories) can be drawn from identical historical materials (Cronon, 1992) . Of course, the unattainable goal of pure objectivity is blocked by more than just the nature of written rhetoric. Leinhardt and her colleagues argue that developing deep historical knowledge involves moving from the mindless memorization of discrete facts, dates, and events to a mindful understanding of history as integrated and interpreted webs of meaning woven from facts and evidence (Leinhardt, 1994; Leinhardt, Stainton, Virji, & Odoroff, 1994) . In other words, it is not only the nature of written discourse that prevents the recording of ultimate history, it is the nature of the discipline itself and, not least, the nature of the human mind.
Terms such as "authorial voice," "personal agency," "personal narrative," "author visibility" and "narrative voice," are all references to how an author (or authors) makes plain to readers that a particular human (or humans) has produced the words that appear on the page. Of course, there are a wide variety of rhetorical devices that authors may choose to use, or may avoid using, to control their level of intrusion into a text. Some, but far from all of these, are discussed in this manuscript. The term "narrative" can be simply defined as any text that includes two characteristics: a story and a story-teller (Scholes & Kellog, 1966) . The word "story" is often associated (erroneously) with the telling of imaginary events, as in a work of fiction.
Humans are a story-telling species (Bruner, 1960; Cronon, 1992) . When people study about the past, they look for more than a catalogue of events--they are curious about the story behind what transpired. In order to satisfy this facet of human communication, historians select, arrange, and subordinate elements of the historical experience, placing them in a temporal order that is inherently causal (Holt, 1990) . That is, the end concludes all that has preceded it. If this were not the case, history would just as reasonably be written backward in time as forward (Ferguson, 1997) .
In writing about the past, historians must sift through the unwieldy catalogue of available evidence of the past (written and otherwise), presenting this in some perceived order of relevance. This is an act of interpretive judgment. Put differently, writing is by its very nature a creative process, and writing about past times demands both creativity and imagination (Tuchman, 1981) . The result is not the truth, but a truth; not ultimate history, but competing narratives of the past (Kerber, 1989; Lerner, 1975; Nash, 1974; Zinn, 1995) . When done well, this approach can be immensely popular.
Narrative history is among the most popular forms of modern writing. Historians such as David McCuilough, Barbara Tuchman, Daniel Boorstin, Stephen Ambrose, William Manchester, and others have transcended the discipline to become full-fledged literary celebrities. However, while the reading public eagerly embraces histories written for adults, the same can not be said for written historical discourse aimed at American students--namely, history textbooks. Students and grown-ups alike find history textbooks dull (Paxton, 1997; Sewail, 1988a) . Not all accomplished historians writing for adult audiences meet with popular success--far from it. However, the popular success of some historians makes it clear that the epistemological pillars of the discipline do not stand in the way of engaging writing.
It is important to point out historians write with different purposes than textbook authors. It may be that school texts need not be exciting to students to be educative. Textbooks tend to cover large swaths of history, serving as introductory texts in survey courses. Historians, on the other hand, generally take a more focused approach. The importance of generating reader interest may also be different for working historians and textbook writers. For instance, those who write history for the general public may choose to act rhetorically to generate interest. The function of reader interest in history textbooks would on the surface also seem to be highly desirable. A number of studies have attempted to make history textbooks "more interesting" by the addition of vivid writing, seductive details, and the like. However, while creating interest may be desirable for history textbooks, it does not necessarily lead to greater text comprehension (Britton, Van Dusen, Golgoz, & Glynn, 1989; Garner, Gillingham, & White, 1989; Graves & Slater, 1991) . As I point out throughout this review, a focus on short-term comprehension may actually impede an accurate representation of the discipline. Attempting to produce history textbooks that are appealing to a youthful audience should not be confused with acting to bring the rhetoric of textbooks into closer alignment with the written discourse of practicing historians--although the two are not mutually self-exclusive.
Historians who write for adult audiences generally make little effort to conceal their agency upon the texts they write. Their books often include short biographical descriptions of the author, along with introductory chapters describing the arc of their research and their struggles during the data collection and writing process. Likewise, the sources of a historian's information is also made plain in histories written for adults. Footnotes, endnotes, parenthetical comments, as well as other techniques designed to lay bare the fact-finding process are a foundational aspect of true historical writing. The opposite is true of most history textbooks (FitzGerald, 1979) , which at best give the names of authors and provide little else about their identities, their sources of information, or the writing process.
Historians, History Students, and Historical Texts
Historians attach great significance to the background and biases of those who write historical texts. The association between a historian and his or her source of evidence is, in fact, of critical importance to the entire enterprise of historical research (Dickinson, Gard, & Lee, 1978) . Historians use a "sourcing heuristic" (that is, they consider the source of the document before reading it) far more than high school history students (Wineburg, 1991a) . They do so because knowing something about an author is one key to interpreting the meaning of what that author writes. Texts (whether they are primary or secondary documents) are viewed as human creations: What is said becomes inseparable from who said it. In addition, historians display a number of complex cognitive behaviors while reading historical texts (Wineburg, 1991b (Wineburg, , 1998 . For example, they hold elaborate mental conversations involving the imagined author (the person they hypothesize the author to be), the imagined audience (the presumed readers the author is attempting to address), and the 'T' who is the actual reader. They scrutinize these texts not only for their literal meanings, but also for the subtext that lurks behind the written word. In short, historians "read between the lines," viewing historical texts as rhetorical artifacts that enable the reader to reconstruct an author's beliefs, assumptions, purposes, goals and world-views. Advanced reading of historical texts requires conscious identification, interpretation and evaluation of text as text, event, and artifact. It compels the reader to analyze the author, sources, subtext, argument and bias. It also means reading across multiple texts to construct an explanation, argument or narrative Leinhardt & Young, 1996; Schama, 1991; Wineburg, 199 la,b) .
The complex modes of reading that historians direct at the texts they read are not mirrored by many American K-12 history students (Paxton, 1997; Perfetti, Britt, Rouet, Georgi, & Mason, 1994; Wineburg, 1991a Wineburg, , 1991b . These students rarely question the trustworthiness of their textbooks, nor do they question authors' intent or search for possible bias. When reading history textbooks, students tend to act as acquiescent assimilators of information, merely scanning the page in search of facts and explanations. Comparatively little thought is given either to subject matter or to text author. This passive mode of reading may have much to do with the rhetoric of typical history textbooks. Lacking many of the characteristics of "adult history"--footnotes, some level of authorial voice, and complex (as opposed to "considerate") prose, to name a few--history textbooks may, in effect, encourage unaccomplished reading of history. It is revealing that historians themselves are leery of the trustworthiness of textbooks (Wineburg, 1991a) .
Students' ability to "think historically" has been the subject of a growing body of research studies (Greene, 1994a; Leinhardt, 1994; Seixas, 1993b; Wineburg, 1991a) . Many of these studies have demonstrated that American students tend to view history as a collection of facts to be archived in the process of reading and then cut-and-pasted together in the process of writing. Studies in the United States and the United Kingdom have shown that innovative history curriculums, where students are encouraged to actively engage with history, can help students to think and act in ways that approximate, at ageappropriate levels, disciplinary-based modes of thought (Brophy, 1990; Hallam, 1979; Shemilt, 1980; Wineburg & Wilson, 1988) . For the purposes of this manuscript, it is assumed that K-12 students are capable at some level of "thinking historically," and that history textbooks can be written to represent the problem-space in such a way as to encourage this kind of thought. It is further assumed that textbooks can serve as practical references that can complement the use of primary and other secondary historical sources.
While historians display domain-specific ways of thinking about the texts they read, they also exhibit certain discipline-based ways of writing about those texts (Hexter, 1971; Young & Leinhardt, 1998) . Discipline-based modes of writing have their genesis in the conventions of the professional communities at which they are aimed, and of which they are a part (Bazerman, 1988; Flower, 1990; Geisler, 1994; Langer, 1992; Witte, 1992) . Viewed this way, reading, writing, and reasoning are seen as acts, processes, and forms that are situated within specialized discourse communities whose members recognize and value particular ways of acting, talking, and writing (Gee, 1989) . Among the educator's most important jobs is to initiate students into these discipline-based ways of knowing and communicating (Ball, Dice, & Bartholomae, 1990) . In the field of history--as in other fields--these specialized ways of reading, writing, and reasoning may not be readily apparent to novice students (Gardner & Boix-Mansilla, 1994) . Furthermore, many of the writing assignments in K-12 history classrooms fail to instill or build upon these discipline-based writing skills (Young & Leinhardt, 1998) . Instead, assignments often take the form of "retelling" reports of "the facts" as presented in class, or in textbooks. These leave little room for interpretation or historical judgment. The product of these assignments may be typical examples of the genre of "school writing;" they are nai've representations, at best, of the content and rhetoric of historical discourse produced by real historians (Young & Leinhardt, 1998) .
When students write in order to demonstrate knowledge for a teacher, they typically produce what is known as the "school essay"--a text that introduces a thesis in the opening paragraph, provides support for this thesis in succeeding paragraphs, and restates and occasionally comments on this thesis in the closing paragraph (Geisler, 1994) . In Applebee's (1984) longitudinal study of 15 students, for example, fully 66% of students' texts used this essay form. Another 22% used a more simple rhetorical structure, often simply restating an idea presented in a teacher's question and providing elaboration with a chronological sequence of information. Most of these student essays were based on other writers' texts, with only 27% bringing personal experience to bear in their writing.
Students understand that mastering a discipline involves learning to sound and write like a member of an intellectual fellowship. "Good" students attempt to mimic the discourse practices they observe in their schooling in order to sound scholarly and authoritative (Ball et al., 1990) . With regard to school texts, Geisler (1994) writes that students operate with "an everyday understanding of texts as autonomous repositories of knowledge." Writing about these texts "serves to duplicate the knowledge structure of these texts. Students know intuitively that to do more would jeopardize the mastery of content knowledge they will be required to demonstrate on tests (Geisler, p. 87) ." Thus, students engage in a writing style that has been dubbed "knowledge-telling," a sort of cut-paste-and-summarize style characteristic of student writing across school subjects (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987) . Disciplinary experts, on the other hand, read and write in ways that use texts as objects to be manipulated at a more abstract level, using "knowledge transformation" to synthesize and interpret. More than just telling knowledge, experts seek to analyze, explain, and convince, ever-aware of the conventions of proof, causality, and evidence of their particular discipline (Langer, 1992) , Developing academic literacy (within history or any other field) requires the student to become expert both in the content and the rhetorical processes of the discipline. Within the field of history, disciplinary knowledge includes the ability to evaluate materials and information in relation to their context and their source, and to integrate this and other information into written historical discourse. This kind of disciplinary knowledge is rarely touched upon in history textbooks.
Textbooks, of course, are only one of the ways that students become acquainted with the disciplinary structure of history. Teachers also play a critical role. The power of expert teaching should never be underestimated, and the literature of history learning provides many examples of history teaching at its finest and most complex (Bigelow, 1989; Holt, 1990; Wineburg & Wilson, 1988; Wineburg, 1993) . However, even exceptional teachers do not stand alone in the culture of American schools (McNeil, 1986) . The demands of an expansive curriculum and the need to maintain classroom control often compel teachers to simplify course content, resulting in what Howard Gardner refers to as the "correct-answer compromise" (Gardner, 1991) . Furthermore, many K-12 history teachers (particularly at the elementary level, where multiple subjects are taught by individual teachers) do not posses the kinds of highly textured historical understanding or the pedagogical knowledge that would enable them to model the kinds of disciplinary practices engaged in by working historians (Beck & McKeown, 1994; McDairmid, 1994) . In this context, the importance of history textbooks both as general references and of models of disciplinary practice comes into sharp focus.
History Students and History Textbooks
The history taught in our K-12 schools is, in a variety of ways, estranged from the discipline practiced by adult, professional historians (Greene, 1994a; Seixas, 1993a; Wineburg, 1991a) . Even the historical reform movement of recent years has, to a great extent, ignored what was actually occurring within the adult historical community. This is true not only with regard to subject matter and research methods, but also with the discourse of historical writing (Crismore, 1984a) . As Seixas (1993a) writes, many school reformers, "ask social studies educators to turn to history, but not to the history which historians have been writing for the past 20 years (p. 238)."
The rift between the history taught in our schools and the subject as practiced by professionals has, in recent years, proved a fertile ground for educational research (Greene, 1994a; Seixas, 1993a; Wineburg, 1991a) . However, the divide separating the written historical discourse so popular with adults and the rhetoric of history textbooks written for student audiences is less well understood--particularly with regard to its impact on student learning. History textbooks produced for K-12 history classes in the United States have been criticized for a wide variety of reasons over the past two decades. While a thorough review of these criticisms would be too lengthy a pursuit for this manuscript, a few common categories of fault-finding can be mentioned. Textbooks have regularly been called:
Dull: A host of books and articles have lamented the lifeless prose of his to r y textbooks (Graves & Slater, 1986; Loewen, 1995; Sewall, 1988a; Shug et al., 1997; Tyson-Bernstein, 1988) . Some have even experimented with adding more vivid writing to these texts in order to improve student retention (Crismore, 1984b; Graves & Slater, 1986) . However, the results of this work have been, at best, inconclusive (see discussion in Britton et al., 1989) .
Erroneous: History textbooks have often been faulted for either errors of commission (presenting information that is inaccurate), or for errors of omission (turning a blind eye to important facts, points of view, peoples, etc). Prominent among these criticisms has been the complaint that these texts give a Eurocentric, male-dominated account of the past (Bigelow, 1989; Gagnon, 1987; Zinn, 1995) .
Overly broad coverage: History textbooks typically cover expansive periods of time, leaving little room for fine detail. Many world history textbooks go to the extreme of attempting to tell the entire history of the world (from pre-history to post-modernism; from Hammurabi to Hussein) within the covers of a single book. It is not unusual for a high-school level history textbook to be 800-pages long. Such broad coverage promotes shallow discussion and obstructs deep reflection (Newmann, 1988; Wiggins, 1989; Woodward, 1987) .
Difficult to understand:
The rhetorical construction of some history textbooks have been criticized for a lack of attention to the students whose task it is to comprehend them. Specifically, these critics point to an insufficient focus on how student background knowledge influences the construction of meaning (Armbruster, 1984; Armbruster & Anderson, 1985; Beck, McKeown, & Gromoll, 1989) .
The best account of the changing styles and fashions of American history textbooks appears in Frances FitzGerald's "America Revised" (FitzGerald, 1979) . That book concludes by noting that:
The textbooks' naivet6 about child psychology is matched only by their lack of respect for history. Indeed to insist that children do as we say, not as we do, is to assert that the past has no influence over the future and that today peels away from yesterday like a decal. Yet, since the Progressive era, those responsible for the majority of American-history texts have been paying mere lip service to the truism that one must know history in order to understand the present and the future. To teach history with the assumption that students have the psychology of laboratory pigeons is not only to close off the avenues of thinking for the future; it is to deprive children of their birthright (p. 212).
Textbooks that are lively, well-written and the production of authors unafraid of making plain their "take" on the facts of history are not a new idea in the United States. Charles Rugg and David Muzzey produced history textbooks that were perennial best-sellers during the first half of the century (FitzGerald, 1979; Nash, Crabtree, & Dunn, 1997; Nelson, 1977) . Muzzey held a doctorate from Columbia University and taught history there. His "American History" was first published in 1911, sold strongly through the 1950s, and continued in print and in use in schools until the 1970s. The book took a highly-personalized, narrative approach to history. Even the title of Muzzey's 1955 history textbook, "A History of Our Country," suggests a first-person approach to history, with an interaction between author and students. The first sentence of the introduction of that book reads as follows:
At the outset I invite you to think of American history in a quite new way: not as a series of "lesssons" with dates and names and events to be memorized and "recited" upon, but as a story of the past which will help you to understand the world in which you are living (Muzzey, 1955) Making use of narrative voice in a history textbook produced for K-12 schools did not, however, insulate Muzzey (or Rugg) from criticism. Quite the opposite, in fact; the two were frequently the subject of scathing attacks from those who deemed their books "un-American" for their interpretations of the past. In effect, the very thing that made these texts popular with history teachers--an attempt to bring history to life for young students often uninterested in the past, through the use of good, lively writing, and a critical approach to history--left them open targets for criticism. These authors had no phalanx of editors and coauthors to buffer them from the partisan political discourse that so often surrounds the teaching of history in the United States. However, while criticism and controversy are certainly not what publishers--or school boards--have in mind for their textbooks, the fact that the texts of Rugg and Muzzey were extraordinary best-sellers for such a long period of time speaks, perhaps, to the demand among teachers and curriculum specialists for textbooks that not only teach content, but seek to engage students. The textbooks of Rugg and Muzzey were more aberration than the norm, however (Nash et al., 1997; FitzGerald, 1979) . More recent efforts to separate the study of history from the univocal textbooks that all-too-often epitomize the subject have similarly met with severe criticism.
Teaching history as a discipline--as a systematic process of gathering, ordering, and evaluating materials from the past; a process that can be practiced by research scholars, classroom teachers, and students at all stages of their academic lives--is an idea that has frequently been espoused, but that has rarely filtered down to the public schools (Nash et al., 1997) . From the report of the History, Civil Government, and Political Economy Committee in 1892 (a group taking part in the Report of the Committee of Ten on Secondary Studies), to the more recent work of the National Council History Standards in 1994, professional educators have made the case for a history curriculum that in some way reflects the discipline as practiced by historians themselves. However, neither of these efforts was able to make the transition from thought-provoking report to real classrooms. The reason for this curricular disconnect has more to do with politics than pedagogy. In short, all too often the discipline of history, and working historians, takes a back seat to a history designed to transmit ideas about patriotism and the benefits of democracy (Lowenthal, 1996; Nash et al., 1997; Sellers, 1969) .
If negative critiques of the history curriculum are not new, neither are criticisms of history textbooks. For example, in 1892, the History, Civil Government, and Political Economy Committee wrote:
In grammar schools very few teachers know any other system than simple recitation by rote from text-books; and this is particularly the case in large city schools. The text-books are frequently poor and antiquated, and often have made so little impression upon the pupils' minds that their very names are forgotten (Report of the Committee of Ten on Secondary Studies, 1894, p. 185).
In modern times, the language of textbooks is instantly recognizable to anyone who has iingered for the requisite seat-time in our public schools. So distinctive is this style of writing that it has been bestowed with its own disparaging label: "textbookese." This is an appellative term coined to describe a rhetorical style that appears (to the reader) to be a body of objective facts composed by an "anonymous authoritative author" (Crismore, 1984a) . This omniscient author employs an unelaborated, straight-forward style, giving little or no clue as to point of view or personal beliefs about the content under discussion. The author (or authors) assumes a powerful, third-person voice that appears to be beyond question, or at least discourages questioning by the reader. The reader is the recipient of language, not a participant in the construction of knowledge (Olson, 1989) . It is a style that, among other things, generally lacks a "metadiscourse" (Williams, 1981) .
Metadiscourse is the way an author intrudes into the primary, informational discourse of a text to give opinions or direct the reader. It is how an author, directly or indirectly, tells an audience how it should embrace the ideas embedded within a text. Authors express their views about the information in a text by using attitudinal metadiscourse. Examples include emphatics, such as "without a doubt," that indicate an assertion's degree of certainty; saliency, such as "still more critical," that make clear beliefs about importance; evaluative, like "unfortunately," that present attitudes toward a fact or idea; and hedges, such as "the record is unclear, nevertheless," that indicate the degree of uncertainty.
Communications specialists believe that when used appropriately, metadiscourse can guide readers by helping them understand an author's perspective (Crismore, 1984a) . This is not to suggest that metadiscourse is entirely absent from history textbooks. However, content analyses comparing a group of history textbooks to a group of historical texts aimed at adult readers showed the textbooks made significantly less use of these rhetorical devices (Crismore, 1984a) . The point is that, although there are examples of textbooks that retain a narrative style (e.g., Hakim, 1993) , textbookese, however ill-defined, is a living rhetorical genre--and one that is at odds with history as written for adults.
History textbooks have undergone many changes in recent years. A look at the more recent of these will reveal impressive graphics, large color pictures, biographical sidebars, graphs, maps, "thought" questions, time-lines, and a host of other visual and content revisions aimed at (among other things) selling the substance of history to the post-baby boom generation. However, the rhetoric of history textbooks has, with some exceptions (Hakim, 1993) , seen less change.
Much of the recent research into the writing of history textbooks has centered around the idea of producing "considerate texts" (Armbruster, 1984; Armbruster & Anderson, 1985; Beck et al., 1989; Beck et al., 1995) . Producing a text that is truly considerate is a difficult task, requiring the author to avoid text constructions that may cause comprehension and learning difficulties. The idea is to compose a text, "that facilitates understanding, learning and remembering" (Armbruster & Anderson, 1985) . The benefits found for considerate, high-coherence texts may lead one to conclude that facilitating the reading process by increasing text coherence should, without fail, lead to greater student achievement. For example, an elementary social studies textbook excerpt discussing the causes of the American Revolution that was revised to increase text coher-ence resulted in increased comprehension in grade school students (Beck, McKeown, Sinatra, & Loxterman, 1991) . However, comprehension was still far from optimum. Furthermore, these students failed to actively engage with the text, using only scant information from the text to form mental representations of the past. If active processing of text information is the goal, making texts more considerate may not be the answer (Beck et al., 1995) .
Students with high levels of background knowledge have actually been shown to benefit from texts that are harder and less coherent (McNamara & Kintsch, 1996) . These students tend to benefit from being forced to make their own bridging inferences while reading low-coherence texts. These "less considerate" texts forced high-knowledge readers to fill in gaps, making links between textbased information and their own background knowledge. Placing rhetorical obstacles in these readers' paths tended to prevent them from assuming a superficial mode of text processing, forcing them into deeper levels of processing.
Furthermore, focusing narrowly on how considerate a text is to its readers says nothing about the relationship that develops between the authors of textbooks and their audience during the act of reading. Whether a text is considerate or not is strictly a function of text structure, and has nothing to do with disciplinary structure.
Author awareness plays an important part in many reading tasks. Such awareness can be a tool of interpretation, critical analysis, or simply a source of appreciation and enjoyment (Shanahan, 1992) . Readers interact with a "perceived author," just as authors conjure up an image of the audience to whom they write (Ong, 1975) . This aspect of narrative discourse plays an important role for all readers, but in may be especially important to adolescents. Today's students are brought up on a rich diet of texts featuring strong narrative voices. Research suggests that expository texts are less appealing to adolescents than narratives (Cunningham & Gall, 1990; Langer, 1985; Langer, Applebee, Mullis, & Foertsch, 1990) .
History textbooks are typically written by groups of authors. These often include famous historians, professors of education, curriculum specialists, and respected teachers. A host of editors then enters the fray. Some textbooks have a general editor, a long list of contributing editors, and a further list of reader consultants. The product of this group effort often appears to the reader as an unbiased, chronological, authorless account of past events (Crismore, 1984a) . Discerning any information about the authors and editors listed at the front of most history textbooks is problematic--by design (FitzGerald, 1979) . However, while high school students may know little about the sources of information in these books, they nevertheless hold them in high regard with respect to trustworthiness (Wineburg, 1991b) . Even when confronted with contradictory information, students tend to trust the veracity of their history textbooks.
Of course, authors have at their disposal any number of literary devices with which to control their personal intrusion into texts. One theory holds these techniques form a spectrum of distances between author and reader (Moffett & McElheney, 1966) . According to Moffett and McElheney (1966) ceiver, and message; informer, informed, and information; or somebody-talkingto-someone-about-something. Figure 1 represents two extremes. Between an anonymous author writing in the third person and a visible author writing in the first person, there is a great deal of room for varying rhetorical styles. The highly visible author establishes a close relationship with the information in a text, thereby conveying a sense of immediacy and vitality to the reader (Moffett & McElheney, 1966) . The highly anonymous author does the opposite, establishing a distant relationship with the information in the text, and conveying a sense of distance and lack of importance to readers. The acts of reading and writing can, in fact, be viewed as surprisingly similar and interwoven processes (Greene & Ackerman, 1995; Tierney & Pearson, 1983; Tierney & Shanahan, 1991) . Both involve a kind of tug of war between authors and readers. The reader uses background knowledge together with an author's textual cues to develop a personal understanding of a piece of writing. In a similar procedure, the writer uses background knowledge to generate ideas, but also filters these ideas through judgements about the imagined readers in order to produce a text accommodating to that hypothesized audience. Both readers and writers go through a process of alignment: They generate stances that the reader and writer assume in collaboration with the author or audience, and they assume roles within which the reader and writer immerse themselves when they proceed with their task. Texts themselves prompt certain alignments (Tierney & Pearson, 1983) .
Texts with a strong authorial presence seem to forge a human-to-human relationship between author and reader, as opposed to the human-to-referent relationship created by an anonymous author (Moffett, 1983) . This, in turn, tends to draw the reader closer to the information presented in the text. A small and asyet tentative body of research suggests that when a sense of authorship is heightened, students tend to read more critically, more flexibly, and with a view to negotiating meaning for themselves (Tierney & Shanahan, 1991) . The presence of a "visible author" opens the door to a variety of relationships between reader and author, influencing readers' comprehension and affective response (Nolen, 1995; Nolen, Johnson-Crowley, & Wineburg 1994) . For the student of history, this may lead to new, and more accomplished ways of thinking about the subject as a whole. Furthermore, this phenomenon has been observed for students across a wide range of grade levels.
For example, a historical passage of a fourth grade social studies textbook was rewritten both for text coherence and to include some features of oral language (what the authors called "voice"). The results showed significantly greater student understanding and recall of text questions for the rewritten text (Beck et al., 1995) . While noting the tentative nature of the study, the authors concluded that, "comprehension is promoted when text is written to exhibit some features of oral language, to communicate the immediacy of events and emotional reactions of agents, and to vitalize relationships among agents" (Beck et al., 1995, p. 233) .
The presence or absence of author voice may also have substantial implications for adolescent students' cognitive and affective responses to the information imbedded within historical texts (Paxton, 1997 (Paxton, , 1998 . Students reading texts featuring high levels of authorial voice tend to engage in mental conversations with the perceived author, resulting in significantly more thought centering on the primary historical subject matter. Contrarily, students reading textbook passages featuring low levels of authorial voice are apt to simply scan the page in search for what they perceive as the important facts, engaging in little mental dialogue and showing scant evidence of author awareness or independent thought about primary subject matter.
In the field of history it is important that readers arrive at an understanding of who is providing the information they are reading. This is one way to make sense of what are often contradictory accounts of the past. The ambiguous presence of an anonymous authoritative author may hinder this process, however. Considerations of bias and veracity may be discouraged. In effect, the rhetoric chosen for history textbooks could, by its very nature, serve to make them less amenable to the kind of subtextual readings commonly used by expert historians (Wineburg, 1991b) .
In considering the cognitive demands of learning about the past, it is important to think about the factors in a text, a task, and the learners' levels of development that influence their construction of meaning. Readers form mental representations of what is read by connecting information imbedded in text with past understandings (knowledge). These representations are continually updated as reading proceeds (Beck et al., 1995) . According to constructivist learning theory, text holds no absolute meaning in and of itself (Spivey, 1990) . Rather, individuals assemble their own mental representations based upon the selective evaluation of the information at hand, all the while making connections to past understandings. However, it would be going too far to assert that words on a page have no properties of their own, or that they are always and only what their readers make of them. While readers certainly exercise a level of interpretive freedom over the ink marks on a written page, the "making" of meaning is in fact severely limited by the author's act of composition (Scholes, 1985) . If this were not the case, there would be little point in studying how different rhetorical genres influence student thinking.
The decisions that individual student-writers make about how to select, organize, and connect information are not guided solely by some abstract set of disciplinary criteria which, once learned, are applied without deviation. Students may attempt to mimic the discourse practices they observe in school texts, but other factors also influence the way they write. For one, there is the individual writer's response to assigned tasks. Writers cannot be directly given goals. Rather, they construct goals for themselves. In the formation of individual goals for written assignments, task representation is a critical component (Flower, 1990) . That is, as writers make their way through a series of source texts, with the aim of composing their own piece of writing, they are guided by their own perceptions of the objectives and constraints in the task itself, as well as their understanding of what "proper" disciplinary structure allows. In other words, students do not simply write what they are told to write, but what they feel the parameters of the assignment, and the discipline, will allow. All of this, of course, is affected by the individual writer's background knowledge and their sense of the audience to whom they write (Greene, 1994a; Holt, 1990) .
Students of history, both high school and college, frequently understand the task of writing quite differently than do their teachers (Greene, 1994b; Halldrn, 1994; Holt, 1990) . However, the nature of the writing task itself can have an influence on the way students approach the task of writing. In one study, students given a typical "report task" responded by writing essays that relied primarily on information gleaned from source texts, but were constrained in the extent to which they included their own ideas or opinions. When presented with a "problem-based task," on the other hand, most of these students interpreted the assignment quite differently; their response was closer to that of historians. That is, there was a palpable sense of authorship present, as they incorporated their own background knowledge and ideas, along with information from textual sources (Greene, 1994b) .
A number of factors outside of a particular assignment have been identified that influence task representation (Halldrn, 1988) . Among these are students' conception of what it means to learn in school, and their conception of their teachers, both as individuals and as agents of the school. These are, of course, situational factors that change from school to school and classroom to classroom. Also important to task representation (in particular for the purposes of this manuscript), are pupils' conceptions of the field itself, and of specific topics in a field. Teachers again have an influence here, but so too do other authoritative representations of disciplinary structure. In American history classrooms, this representation all too often takes the form a textbook.
According to Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) , every kind of discourse production is directed by a set of schemata that specifies the things to be said. Schema theory holds that when humans successfully recognize an object, a hypothesis is developed based on a few perceptual cues. This hypothesis guides the response to that object (Anderson, 1977) . For every domain of human experience, comprehension and interpretation involves an interaction of input with existing knowledge. Therefore, when students see what they perceive to be a typical "school writing" task, school writing schemata may be activated and acted upon.
Thomas Holt, a professor of history at the University of Chicago, believes it is important for students to create their own historical narratives. He is convinced that students come to him from high school with an erroneous understanding of what the subject of history is: specifically, they believe writing about the past amounts to the mundane process of assembling a sufficient number of facts and putting them in chronological order.
Historical documents should be used by historians (and students) to synthesize a narrative about an event or development because, according to Holt (1990) , "history is fundamentally and inescapably narrative in its basic structure, even when it is not reported in the narrative form (p. 10)." Holt is critical of typical history textbooks (for many of the same reasons listed above), and argues that any effort to teach history is shaped by the raw materials upon which it draws. Rather than relying on secondary textbook accounts of history, Holt presents conflicting historical documents from which students are encouraged to shape their own written narratives about the past. This approach focuses less on the retention of discrete facts, and more on the ability to use historical evidence to generate individualized accounts of the past.
Learning is often equated with memorizing; and the retention of historical information (facts, dates, people, events, and so on) is certainly of great importance to the student and teacher of history. While making use of written narratives in the history classroom is not an impediment to the memorization (Ribar, 1989) , there is much more to the practice of history than memorizing facts. Indeed, a wide variety of recent research suggests that one factor separating professional historians from student historians is not so much their superior stock of factual knowledge, but rather their grasp of disciplinary knowledge--or how to "think historically" (Greene, 1994a; Holt, 1990; Leinhardt, 1994; Spoehr & Spoehr, 1994; Wineburg, 1991a) . Unfortunately, the history textbooks that serve to bracket students' conception of disciplinary discourse do little to engender these habits of mind.
Conclusion
Lacking method, the historian finds truth by the unremitting exercise of his or his peers' judgment upon the materials. Judgment is a comparative act that takes in the evidence . . . and eliminates the untenable. The resulting truths are built, not reached, there being strictly nothing ahead to be reached. History is a bootstrap operation. (Jaques Barzun, Clio and the Doctors, 1974.) 331
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Authors assert their personal agency on the texts they write, whether or not they intend to do so (Shanahan, 1992) . This is the case with writers of history no less than any other rhetorical genre. While this manuscript has attempted to point out the importance of authorship, it in no way seeks to stake out a position on the role of objectivity, or the search for truth, in historical writing. These issues lie far beyond the reach of this article, except perhaps to note that judgement-about-the-past versus historical facts is no simple dichotomy: no elementary either/or relationship (cf., Barzun, 1974; Carr, 1961; Novick, 1988; White, 1987) . Accomplished history writing is surely rooted in a firmament of proven fact. Indeed, historians have at their disposal a cadre of heuristic procedures whose purpose it is to ascertain the veracity of factual claims.
Just as there is a spectrum of authorial presence in fiction writing, so too is there an equivalent spectrum within those texts of interest to historians. Primary documents run the gamut from the "authorless" (e.g., censuses, tax records, business ledgers) to the highly-visible (e.g. diaries, personal letters). Secondary documents also vary greatly, depending on the purposes, goals and personal style of those who write them. Is this broad spectrum adequately represented in the historical texts that actually reach most K-12 history students--the history textbook? By most accounts, it is not (Crismore, 1984a; Patrick & Hawke, 1982; Ravitch & Finn, 1987) . What is the consequence of this rift between school texts and disciplinary texts---especially if one believes that teaching methods are never neutral; that how we teach will determine what our students learn (Schwab, 1978) ?
The notion that historical research and writing is a "bootstrap operation" that results in an interpretation of the past, as opposed to a literal account of "what happened" is unsettling to some. This may not be surprising, given the traditional role of history in primary and secondary schools. Throughout the ages history classrooms have served not only as places of academic learning, but also as a province for political and social indoctrination (cf., Blackburn, 1985; FitzGerald, 1979; Hobsbawn, 1993; Loewen, 1995; Lowenthal, 1996) . This is the case for our time as much as any other. Recent years have seen the teaching and learning of history in American public schools burgeon from a relative academic hinterland into a full-blown political wedge issue (Nash et al., 1997) . In this climate, questions such as, "What is history?," "Why should we study history?," and "How should we teach history?," are too frequently drowned out in the racket.
History can be written in many different ways. Those seeking a tranquil refuge in the lee of academia will find university history departments anything but a calm port of call. Indeed, even labeling history a discipline is perhaps to put too fine a point on what is in fact a rather bristly assemblage. Historical writing encompasses many ways of knowing, and a variety of discourse traditions. Perhaps it is time that this somewhat untidy range of disciplinary realities meets with the omniscient, authoritarian world of history textbooks. Or, perhaps not. Perhaps the jagged world of popular, adult history is not appropriate for the developing minds of our children. However, would those who assert that personal interpretation should play no role in historical writing also maintain that readers should abandon their agency while reading history? In other words, should we teach our K-12 history students to read uncritically, without keeping variables like authorship, bias, context, or trustworthiness firmly in mind? If students tend to model the disciplinary practices that are presented in the school texts they read (Geisler, 1994) , doesn't one unavoidably follow the other? At the very least, the singular world of historical textbookese must be considered an important contributing factor to the growing body of research that shows our high school history students (even our best high school history students) approach the reading of history in an uncritical and unrefined manner (Gabella, 1994; Paxton, 1997; Wineburg, 1991b) .
In 1915, the Panama-Pacific Exposition in San Francisco featured a building entirely devoted to education and social economy. A collection of old and wellworn textbooks was displayed there. Commenting on the display, a professor of education wrote that, "like old flags and swords and other relics of the battlefield, (they) bore the marks of ancient struggle, much of it, not doubt, physical rather than intellectual" (Hall-Quest, 1918, p. 20) . The struggle to learn history is an intellectual task that is aided, one hopes, by the written texts we lend to our teachers and students. After 100 years of psychological research into education, our understanding of the extent to which these educational guidebooks affect student learning is still quite limited.
More research is needed on the influence of history textbooks on K-12 students. These texts serve a central role in the history classroom, and it appears that they will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. However, comparatively little is known about how the discourse practices contained in these books impact how and what students learn about history. What we do know is not especially encouraging. Particularly scarce in the research literature are studies that focus on how differing discourse practices affect student understanding at varying stages of development.
The research that does exist seems to make one thing clear: There is a deafening silence that reigns between those who write history textbooks and the K-12 students who read them. Accomplished historians display a palpable awareness toward the authors of historical texts, and use this heightened sensibility as an essential factor in making judgments about the value of written documents as evidence (Barzun, 1974; Dickinson et al., 1978; Hexter, 1971) . Contrarily, students whose understanding of historical discourse is anchored in anonymous, third-person historical accounts do not seem to perceive of this important element of thinking a:~d writing about the past. With only muted thought about the authors of historical texts, these students tend to regard historical documents as evidentiary equals, making few judgements about their biases, trustworthiness, historical context or perspectives (Gabeila, 1994; Paxton, 1998; Wineburg, 1991a) . Perhaps it is time we break this silence by acquainting students not only with history, but also with historians who write it.
Note
Quoted in Nash, Crabtree & Dunn, 1994, p. 6.
